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1.0 Introduction

Defining the ideal relationship between land use and transportation has long been a
conundrum for those involved in the planning of either. A number of studies have
focused on the impacts of new roads on land use, because improvements to the
transportation network increase access to land parcels, which often brings more
opportunities for development and growth. Several such studies have concluded
that, while new roads have little to do with the rate of growth in a region, they
do shape our cities and towns by attracting new development and redevelopment
(Salila, Handy, and Kockelman 2003). Few studies, however, have addressed the
impacts of land use on new roads. That there is a significant impact is clear, and
controlling that impact will require land use policies that guide development in a
way that distributes local traffic more evenly throughout the local road network,
maintains the long-term mobility of our highways, and maximizes mobility for
through traffic.

Though striking a balance between competing land use and transportation
objectives has multiple benefits, reducing congestion is the primary goal of those
wrestling with this issue. Congestion on our roadways is one of the first signs
that urban growth and development have outpaced the rate of improvements to
the transportation network. While economists will point out that some amount of
congestion is good for business, planners know—and economists agree—that too
much congestion will have negative impacts that will outweigh the good. Thus,
finding and maintaining that balance between development levels and traffic flow
is important, especially in rapidly growing areas.

Controlling development, which involves adopting and implementing land use
policies, is largely the responsibility of local government. With states investing
millions of dollars in major transportation improvements every year, it is not
surprising that each state has an interest in protecting its investments through
land use policy, as well. However, the specific activities that can be undertaken
at the state level to ensure such protection are few. The purpose of this paper
is to identify a broad range of land use policies that can inform the decisions of
those who can make a difference in protecting the mobility of a new roadway,
particularly a freeway or expressway [hereafter referred to as “the highway”’], and
identify the ways in which those policies can be translated into action at all levels
of government.

2.0 The Land Use/Mobility Issue

Before land use policies can be evaluated, consideration must be given to the
primary issue that the policies must address: the loss of mobility on major
roadways.

Freeways and expressways are high-speed roadways designed to carry through
traffic (inter- and intra-state traffic as well as some regional traffic). Such roadways
are constructed when existing roads that once served this purpose become too
congested to function in that way. They are constructed with the capacity needed
to accommodate existing and future through traffic.
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Whether the highway is constructed as an upgraded roadway on an existing
alignment, or as a new roadway on a new alignment, the result is the same.
Development near the intersections and interchanges intensifies. First, highway-
dependent uses will locate along the new roadway, followed by uses that benefit
from proximity to the highway-dependent uses. This combination and pattern of
land uses boosts the number of local trips between them, placing a new burden on
the local street network and often putting so many local trips onto the freeway or
expressway that it acts as a part of that network. Over time, mobility is lost when
such roads are utilized for local trips. Building our way out of congestion is a
logical response, but the results are temporary. Typically, this congestion requires
an increase in roadway capacity in the form of a new road or widening of an
existing road. Once the improvement is made and congestion decreases, access is
again perceived as good and development continues in that area until the additional
traffic generated by new development results once more in an undesirable level of
congestion. Again, one of two choices must be made to alleviate the congestion:
build a new road or widen an existing one, creating a continuing cycle of increased
development and increased congestion.

There are a limited number of solutions to this cyclical problem. One of
those solutions is the adoption of effective land use policies that are aimed at
protecting the mobility of new roads. Assessing the potential effects of land use
on transportation facilities requires determining what kind of development will
occur, where it will occur, and what form it will take. These determinations (and
the land use policies that arise from them) are associated with two activities:
growth management (where and when development occurs) and land use planning
(what type of development occurs). Growth management techniques control the
direction, pace, and timing of development, while land use plans describe the
nature of development—its density/intensity, mixture of uses, site layout, building
orientation, street patterns, and access/connectivity. The level to which both
types of techniques are employed, which depends on adopted land use policies,
affects the way a highway functions in the long term. Both growth management
techniques and land use regulations, which should be based on adopted policies,
need to work in conjunction to achieve the desired balance between transportation
improvements and future land use.

No particular land use can be described as suitable or unsuitable for areas adjacent
to highways. Instead, it is the mixture of uses, the relationship between them, and
the way each use is accessed that determines whether development will have a
positive or negative impact on the highway. Definitions of “Land Use” needs to be
expanded to help communities guide growth and land use decisions. This definition
includes design of development, which includes density/intensity, mixture of uses,
site layout, building orientation, street patterns, and access/connectivity.

3.0 Existing Development Patterns and Related Issues
The US 64—NC 49 corridor is characterized by various development patterns. The
changing development patterns throughout the US 64-NC 49 corridor reflect the
history of development in the corridor, which spans several decades. These patterns
range from undeveloped areas to completely developed urban conditions.
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All these different conditions affect the way the corridor functions. Undeveloped
parts of the corridor provide better mobility; the more developed areas, while
having access to goods and services, have experienced a decrease in mobility
along the corridor.

Between the developed portions of the corridors lies land that to date has
remained relatively undeveloped for a variety of reasons. These undeveloped
areas include the following:

e Scenic/Protected — A segment of NC 49 is a designated NC Scenic
Byway, and another segment passes through the Jordan Lake Recreation
Area. Flanked by tree-covered areas, lakes and other natural features,
these sections of the corridor are two of a few through which the
roadways pass that stand the best chance of maintaining their natural,
rural character. Some of these segments are protected in their
undeveloped state, while others are not.

e Rural: Vacant or Agricultural — Clusters of large tracts of land that
have never been developed or have been farmed (and continue to be
farmed) can be found in multiple locations throughout the corridor
between Mocksville and Lexington and between Lexington and
Asheboro.

The patterns that should be examined include both those that exist in the

corridor today and those that are emerging throughout the corridor.

e Rural: Low-density Residential — Over time, single family homes have
been constructed on large tracts of land. Many of these structures are
not visible from the highway, but the private driveways that provide
access to them give an indication of the number that exist within areas that
otherwise appear vacant.

Rural: Low-density Residential
US 64 - East of Asheboro US 64 - Ramseur

e Conventional, Single-use Subdivisions — The subdivision of large
tracts of land has occurred in multiple locations along the corridor.
Some have been developed for single family homes on lots of one
acre or less, while others have been developed as business parks for
business and/or industrial uses. Common to both are the single (or
few) points of access that, in this corridor, direct all related traffic to
either US 64 or NC 49. Also, these subdivisions rarely have direct,
physical connections to adjacent development. These subdivisions
are more common near the endpoints of the corridor, in places such
as Western Wake County and Concord.

Scenic/Protected
US 64 - West of Lexington

S, T
g

Rural: Vacant or Agricultural
US 64 - East of Pittsboro

Conventional, Single-Use Subdivision

US 64 - Cary
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e Commercial Strip — Taking advantage of the access from the
highway, commercial development comprised mainly of large- and
small-scale retail, restaurants, gas stations, and other commercial
development lines both sides of several sections of US 64 and NC
49. Each commercial establishment is oriented toward the highway,
and gains its access to the highway through at least one private
driveway serving only that parcel. Such commercial development
is typically continuous, stretching one parcel deep on each side of
the highway for at least one-half mile where it occurs. Siler City,
Ramseur and Asheboro are three of several communities within
the corridor that have these commercial strips.

e Highway-oriented Business — An emerging development pattern
is the highway-oriented business development, which is often
comprised primarily of regional-scale retail, typically found at
freeway interchanges. As improvements to US 64 and NC 49 have
been made, interchanges have been constructed that encourage a
concentration of businesses that depend on the patronage of passing
traffic. Such interchanges, like those found along the bypass around
Pittsboro, in Apex, and near Lexington are attracting large-scale
retail and restaurant chains as well as gas stations, which are all
being incorporated into conventional “power centers” (regional
shopping centers of 300,000 or more square feet). While these
businesses are typically not accessed by individual driveways, the
centers in which they locate typically have a single point of entry
near the interchange.

e Downtown — The alignments of US 64 and NC 49 pass through or
near the original centers of the towns and cities (Mocksville and
Lexington) within the corridor. In these locations, the development
patterns still reflect forms of the traditional town center, such as
narrow streets and small blocks edged by two- and three-story
buildings containing a mixture of uses.

Development, where it has occurred, has had an impact on mobility in
the US 64—NC 49 corridor. Unless the issues presented by current and
emerging development patterns are addressed, mobility will continue to
be compromised even with improvements made to the roadways. The
Future Land Use Composite Map (See Appendix II) depicts the land use vision of
different communities (Note: Rowan County is going through a comprehensive
planning process and therefore the information was not available at the time of
data collection. The process is scheduled to be completed by late 2005 or early
2006.) To understand the overall emerging patterns, this detailed future land use
map is simplified into conservation, rural, suburban, and urban (See Development
Patterns Map on Page 6). What is reflected in this vision is the continuation of the
development patterns discussed above but depicted in a simpler form to show the
linear urbanization of the corridor. The specific, related issues are as follows:
= Separation of uses — When uses are isolated, or when located near each other,
but not well-connected, travel to and from them becomes more difficult,
which encourages vehicular travel and makes bike and pedestrian travel less
convenient or feasible. When these isolated or separated uses are located on or

Commercial Strip
US 64 - Siler City

Highway-Oriented Business

Hwy 64 - US 1

Downtown

Mocksville
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near US 64 or NC 49, the local vehicular trips to or between the developments
are often made via the highways, compromising mobility on them.

= Multiple access points (driveways) along the highway — Having multiple
driveways on US 64 or NC 49 results in multiple turning movements, which
slows traffic and contributes to congestion on the highway.

= Single points of ingress and egress serving large developments — When most or
all of the traffic generated by one development is directed to a single entrance,
the traffic entering and exiting the development utilizes only one road instead
of being evenly distributed throughout the street network. If the ingress/egress
point is located on US 64 or NC 49, the development compromises mobility
on the highway.

= Lack of connectivity between adjacent developments — Without connections
between developments, traffic traveling from one to another is unnecessarily
forced out onto adjoining roads, increasing traffic on those roads.

= Lack of attention to parallel roads — Parallel roads are not constructed
or improved to be attractive local routes when the new facility (strategic
highway corridor) is constructed. Providing alternative east-west connections
is critical for the corridor to maintain mobility. Unless local, parallel streets
are created—or re-created—in a manner that attracts private investment and
encourages orientation of development and access toward the local street, the
highway will be perceived as the “front door” and the more appealing route for
local trips, thus impacting mobility on the highway.

= Greenfield development — Development will follow the construction of
infrastructure. When infrastructure is improved further and further from
an urban core, development is attracted to these previously undeveloped
“greenfield” locations. This phenomenon often contributes to the problem
of suburban, low-density sprawl, which attracts local trips on the highway
as people travel longer distances to and from the development. Highway-
oriented development, especially around interchanges, possess additional
problems since they attract a lot of local trips, often on the highway.

= Lack of strategic growth management — Unless growth is managed in a
manner that directs it to key locations in an urbanizing area, development will
continue to “strip out” highway corridors. This uncontrolled development
pattern increases the occurrence of a number of the issues mentioned above,
especially multiple access points, greenfield development, and interchange
growth.

In combination, many of the issues listed above contribute to the larger issue of
local trips shifting to the highway that is intended to move regional traffic. This
increase in local trips impedes mobility.
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4.0 Precedents

The best policies are those based on lessons learned. Where an issue has been
successfully addressed in a similar situation, pinpointing the specific features of
that successful solution and learning from them—Iearning why they contributed to
success—will increase the likelihood of developing effective policies.

Based on the key issues associated with existing and emerging development patterns
described in the previous section, several development alternatives, or precedents,
were examined. Precedents are actual places that exhibit the characteristics that
are believed to help achieve a desired condition. In this case, the precedents
examined have qualities that help maintain the mobility of highways. Those that
possess such characteristics that address such issues are presented below.

Precedent: Protected corridor with limited development
Lexington-Paris Pike

Lexington, KY

The corridor passes through a historic bluegrass landscape of rolling
hills, passing large historic mansions and horse farms featuring plank
and rock fencing. The corridor has remained virtually unchanged
since the 1830s, flanked by agricultural uses for most of its length.

Notable features:

= Twelve miles of the corridor have remained undeveloped, as land
has been protected by adherence to and regulations based on small
area plans (recognized by all of the affected jurisdictions that call
for preserving and protecting the character of the corridor.) Source: www.asla.org/lamag/lam03/may/feature3.html

Precedent: Corridor redevelopment

US 311 Bypass

High Point, NC

When the US 311 Bypass alignment was placed parallel to Brentwood Drive,
enough distance was left for development to occur and thrive between the two
roads.

Notable features:

= Orientation of development is toward local street, not the US 311 Bypass.

= Depth of parcels between two roads suitable for viable development.

= Planned streetscape improvements are intended to create a safer, more
comfortable pedestrian environment.

T

‘._E;cisti'ng' A Proposed
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Precedent: Corridor development

Whitehall

Charlotte, NC

Whitehall is a major employment center in the southern part of
Charlotte located along 1-485.

Notable features:

= Roadways parallel to the highway was designed to allow
traffic to access the development without using the highway.

= Interchanges provide access to the local street network that
includes these 2 parallel roadways, thereby keeping Whitehall
traffic off of the highway.

= Internal circulation is designed to minimize traffic on these
local roads, which minimizes congestion interchange areas.

Precedent: New interchange development

Ballantyne

Charlotte, NC

Ballantyne is a 2,000+ acre mixed-use development that offers a
wide variety of employment, residential, and shopping uses all taking
advantage of proximity to an interchange and major highway.

Notable features:

= An interconnected street system within the development allows
users to access various areas without returning to the main
roadway.

= Only one point of access (an interchange) to the highway (I-485)
was created, with limited access to the perpendicular, intersecting
road.

= Access through the local road network is encouraged.

Precedents: Greenfield, mixed-use development
Greenfield sites will always experience development pressure when infrastructure
is extended to them. The next four precedents show how a mix of uses developed
at different scales could achieve desired balance between land use and '
transportation. £ e

Abingdon
Charlotte, NC

Notable features:

= Mix of uses within Abingdon combined with a highly connected
system of streets and pedestrian and bicycle paths means that _~
visitors, residents, and employees rarely have to use the highway or
the major arterial roads that adjoin the site for local trips.




LAND USE POLICY GUIDELINES FOR MOBILITY PROTECTION

Birkdale Village
Huntersville, NC
An integrated mixed-use development combines street-level retail and office with

apartments above for an exciting, truly walkable environment.

Notable features:

= A walkable, connected system of vehicular and pedestrian routes combined
with a mix of residential, retail, and office space reduces the need for local
trips on the highway.

= Connection points are provided allowing access to future development, and
facilitating a highly connected local street system through developments
lessoning the pressure on the highway.

Harrisburg Town Center

Harrisburg, NC

A new town center was created around institutional use using the Town Hall as
the focal point. Different residential types are mixed with retail to create a more
walkable community.

Notable features: - —
* Compact mixed-use community next W -
to the NC 49 corridor. B A ol |
= Interconnected local street network, L ] :
providing alternative ways of getting
in and out.
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Baxter

Fort Mill, SC

A 1,000-acre mixed-use community with a blend of
residential projects laid out in tight-knit, walkable
neighborhoods. Civic uses including a library, elementary
school, parks and greenways are an integral part of the
plan. The Town Center includes businesses, employment,
civic and open spaces, and a variety of residential units in a
pedestrian-oriented setting.

Notable features:

=  The mix of residential, retail, office, and open space
combines with institutional uses such as a library and
school to further reduce the need for local trips outside
of the development.

= A development like this almost functions as a small
town in its own right, which reduces residents’ needs to
use the highway to reach their everyday destinations.

Precedent: Developed area, mixed-use development

US 311 Bypass

High Point, NC

A US 311 Bypass interchange connects to Lexington Avenue,
which is already a congested roadway lined with a wide variety
of commercial uses having access to Lexington Avenue.

Specialty Pavers

Notable features:

= Redevelopment of the commercial strip along Lexington
Avenue will allow for better integration of commercial :
uses in a residential area. N

= Redevelopment will also reduce congestion on the highway

by creating a better, more connected ) -

local street system and managing
access along Lexington Avenue.

10
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Precedent: Multi-modal design

Transit-oriented development (TOD)

Cornelius, NC

TOD possesses the characteristics of a good, walkable
community. Where walking and biking is convenient, the
environment is also conducive to transit. In many ways,
it recreates the ‘streetcar suburbs’ of the late 1800s and
early 1900s, before automobile use became a predominant
transportation option.

Notable features:
= Compact development with compatible mix of uses.

Precedent: Infill development

Southend, including Camden Village and Atherton Mill
Charlotte, NC

Charlotte’s Southend has been redeveloped from a declining
district of warehouses and mill facilities to a vital and attractive
area popular with visitors, residents, and employers.

Notable features:

=  Brownfield redevelopment, with the use of grants, in this area
has offered a feasible alternative to greenfield development
on the outskirts of city for retailers and offices.

= Infill development creates an urban environment that is
compact.

= Existing infrastructure is better utilized.

11
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Beneficial Characteristics of the Precedents

Though the specific features of the precedents presented above have been

executed with varying degrees of success, these precedents have one or more of

the following characteristics that, in combination, aid in protecting the mobility of
highway corridors.

e Compatible uses are mixed in a compact environment where the proximity of
uses makes alternative modes of travel as convenient or more convenient than
vehicular travel.

e Few access points (driveways) along the highway. Parcel access is internal to
development, minimizing the number of—and need for—driveways along the
highway and other major roads adjoining development.

e Multiple points of ingress and egress serving large developments provide
access to more than one local road off site, allowing traffic entering and
exiting the development to be more evenly distributed throughout the local
street network.

e Connectivity between adjacent developments providing routes for all types
of traffic to travel between destinations without having to use the highway or
other major roads.

e Parallel roads serve as the preferred routes to development. In addition,
such streets are designed and constructed to attract private investment and
encourage orientation of development toward the local street. This forces
development to treat local roads as the “front door”” and encourages primary
access from it instead of the highway or other major roads.

e Preservation of greenfields by taking advantage of existing—and sometimes
under utilized—infrastructure, thereby avoiding (or at least reducing)
development outside from the urban core. This is incentivized in many
communities through a number of mechanisms including brownfield
redevelopment grants.

e Strategic growth management has been undertaken in the community in a
manner that directs development to key locations, which helps to prevent the
“stripping out” of highway corridors. Instead, a nodal pattern of development
emerges, which limits access to the highway to a few key places along it.

5.0 Policy Guidelines

In order to address the issues outlined in section 3.0 and begin achieving the
characteristics identified as beneficial in section 4.0, appropriate land use policies
should be adopted throughout the corridor. The following land use policy
guidelines address conditions associated with the many facets of the land use/
mobility issue described in Section 2.0. Each policy statement is followed by a
series of recommended actions for putting it into practice, which target various
audiences from local planning staffs to the State’s Department of Transportation.
Some of these recommendations are followed by associated sub-recommendations
or specific tools that may be used to carry them out. These policies are not intended
to be assigned to specific communities. Each are appropriate for application in
every segment of the US 64-NC 49 corridor, although the prioritization of the
policies and their application may vary depending on the particular challenges in
each community.

12
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The policies and accompanying recommendations below outline ways to
achieve a balance between land use and transportation along the highway and at
interchanges.

5.1 Promote adherence to land development principles that minimize the
need for local trips on the highway.

As stated previously, no particular land use can be described as suitable or
unsuitable for areas adjacent to highways. Instead, it is the mixture of uses, the
relationship between them, and the way each use is accessed that determines
whether development will have a positive or negative impact on the highway.
Thus, development should follow design principles that reduce numbers and
lengths of local trips and provide alternatives to the new highway for those
trips. Efficient travel behavior is positively associated with such land-use
characteristics as density of development and a mix of complementary land
uses within walkable distances. These land-use characteristics are in turn
associated with transportation infrastructure and facilities that support efficient
travel behavior, such as frequent transit service and complete sidewalk and
bike lane networks. Development design must incorporate these elements
effectively.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:
=  Encourage the concentration of a mixture of uses to minimize the number
and length of local trips.

o Locate auto-oriented businesses in a manner that does not conflict with
the compact form of mixed-use development and can be accessed via
the local street network.

o Allow vertical mixing of uses (such as residential above commercial/
retail) by right in zoning. Cities such as Seattle, Orlando, and
Washington, DC, use density bonuses to encourage mixed uses.

o Vary the intensity of development along a highway corridor by
encouraging commercial/mixed-use activity centers near intersections
of through streets that are well linked to the surrounding area.

= Establish site design standards to promote
development patterns that make feasible a variety
of transportation options for pedestrians, bicyclists,
transit users, and automobile drivers. Not
accommodating this variety of transportation choices
encourages vehicular travel, thereby increasing local
trips on a nearby highway.

o Support human-scaled design and streetscape
features that help enclose and define a more

North Street Revitalization Project

In Burlington, NC, the Community and Economic
Development Office is working on a North Street
Revitalization Project to create a thriving, pedestrian-
friendly area to encourage economic development
along the mixed-use street. Transportation
improvements are aimed at pedestrian safety,
street aesthetics, and traffic reduction. Traffic-
calming measures include narrowing the street and

pedestrian-friendly environment by orienting
buildings to the street and requiring building
entrances to be placed close to the street. Also
promote the incorporation of ground-floor
windows, articulated facades, appropriately
scaled signs and lighting, awnings and other

using pedestal-mounted signals and bump-outs at
intersections and crosswalks. Bicycle use will be
encouraged with additional signs and education.
Lighting reconfiguration will improve lighting levels
on the street and sidewalks, address issues of
safety, glare, and discoloration, and decrease light

pollution.

13
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weather protection, and landscaping, including
buffering where appropriate.
Locat & ki p% ph'l dri f Ordinance

© o.ca.e parking and vehicle drives away. er Belmont, NC, was the first community in the country
building entrances and not between building to adopt a municipal traditional neighborhood
entrances and streets with pedestrian activity. development (TND) zoning ordinance. Belmont's

Orient surface parking behind or to the side of | TND ordinance allows for the development of
fully integrated, mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented

Traditional Neighborhood Development

bu11d}ng& . neighborhoods. The intent of the ordinance

o Provide access from shared driveways or alleys | is "to minimize traffic congestion, suburban
to minimize the number of driveways pedestrians | sprawl, infrastructure costs, and environmental
must cross. Driveways separate buildings; | degradation.

minimizing them tends to shorten the walk
between uses.

o Provide pedestrian walkways through sites, connecting building
entrances and the public sidewalk with safe crossings of streets,
drives, and parking lots.

o One way to do this is to create an overlay zoning district that applies
design principles across multiple zoning districts without rewriting
entire zoning categories. Parcels affected by an overlay zone are
subject to the standards of the underlying zone in addition to the
standards of the overlay zone.

=  Manage parking design, location, supply, and demand to help create more
balanced auto and pedestrian environments. Surface lots should be small,
on-street parking should be offered, and structured parking should be
incorporated in order to avoid substantially separating uses and impeding
pedestrian movement. Oversupply of parking should be avoided since it
not only induces auto travel (including travel on the highway), but can
discourage travel by foot or bicycle.

o Reduce or waive minimum off-street parking standards.

o Establish a maximum parking ratio based on land use.

o Provide shared parking requirements in areas of mixed retail and
commercial uses.

o Allow “in-lieu” parking fees to be paid by a developer to forego
providing on-site parking. These funds would combine in a fund for
constructing off-site municipal parking facilities.

5.2 Support efforts to increase connectivity within and between developments.

Travel patterns within a road network are dynamic; they shift with each
network improvement as motorists search for and find the optimal route: one
that is the shortest in terms of travel time and distance between destinations.
Many local roads are created through the subdivision of private property, but
as developers strive to minimize costs, money spent on infrastructure is kept
to a minimum. As a result, few streets, particularly through streets that could
contribute to the local road network, are built; developers build only what is
necessary to provide access within each development, leading to deficiencies
in the transportation network. When the local street network is not sufficient,
a highway or expressway can become the quickest route, reducing mobility
for through traffic. Connectivity between and within developments not only

14
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encourages drivers to use the local street network for local trips without
traveling on the highway, but also provides options for people to walk or bike
to their local destinations instead of driving, further reducing the number of
local trips made by vehicle.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:
= Foster the creation of a dense and highly connected street system.

o Require a continuous network of streets at the local level. While local
transportation plans recommend critical connections, implementation
occurs primarily through the development process.

o Designate future street extensions to plan for connectivity. Stub-out
connections to neighboring parcels may be constructed if cross-access
is not feasible at time of permit approval.

o Require the formation of blocks with a minimum street spacing
standard. Local governments can plan ahead by stipulating maximum
block lengths and perimeters in their zoning codes.

o Limit closed street systems and cul-de-sac designs to situations where
topography, environmental impacts, or existing development patterns
prevent full street connections.

=  Encourage connectivity for pedestrian and bicycle travel by requiring

a continuous network of pedestrian and bicycle pathways that link to

roadways and adjacent developments. These pathways need not coincide

with street and driveway locations, making their creation more feasible
and, often, their use more convenient than taking a vehicular route.

= Require multiple points of ingress and egress for new developments,
locating them on secondary roads in addition to or instead of the highway
when possible. Encourage, require, or provide a density bonus for
providing access points along more than one roadway, where appropriate,
to distribute the trips to and from the development and reduce the burden
on the main roadway.

5.3 Promote development design that adequately manages access and reduces
congestion levels on roads.

Achieving transportation efficiency requires addressing potential conflicts
between mobility on the highway and accessibility to the highway. As access
to a highway is increased, mobility may be reduced. For example, when a
highway has an excessive number of curb cuts, access is increased allowing
multiple turning movements which slow traffic. Also, easy access facilitated
by the many curb cuts encourages local trips on the highway.  Access
management is key to maintaining the mobility of the highway.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:

The following access management recommendations should be applied to
the highway, but may also be considered for intersecting roadways when
access management could help reduce congestion on those roads. They may
be applied by incorporating the techniques into the zoning code, creating
an access management ordinance, or requiring the techniques’ application
during the subdivision and site plan review process.

15
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=  Minimize the number of driveways/curb cuts on the highway. Fewer
driveways, appropriate driveway location, and design standards will allow
for vehicular movement that will help minimize congestion.

O

O

Adopt minimum spacing requirements and maximum driveways per
development.

Encourage shared driveway access through regulations and
incentives.

Encourage cross-access agreements that allow one or more parcels
to gain secondary access across the property of another, reducing the
reliance on driveways onto the highway:.

Because the width of lot frontage affects the spacing between
driveways, set minimum lot frontage requirements high enough to
prevent land along thoroughfares from being subdivided into small
lot frontages. On strategic highway corridors, minimum lot frontage
requirements could be tied to minimum driveway spacing standards.
Where there are alternatives to direct access onto the highway (such
as access to a cross street or shared driveway), smaller lot frontages
could be permitted (Williams, 1996)

At the intersection of arterial and local roads, require corner lot access
from local roads in order to minimize access points on the highway.

= Encourage smooth traffic flow on the highway by regulating the nature of
driveways and other access points.

O

Encourage driveway turn-around areas to improve the safety of
vehicles that would otherwise be backing out on the highway.
Implement adequate sight distance policies based on posted speed
limits to allow traffic to enter the highway safely and efficiently and
to improve visibility of driveways.

Establish guidelines for a minimum turn radius, minimum driveway
width, and maximum driveway slope are important because they help

Alternate Access
DelDOT works with
Delaware property owners
to find access points to
their property other than
those linking directly onto
the corridor. They also try
to achieve a site design
that conforms to the corridor
capacity preservation
program.

Landscaped Driveway

Source: lowa Access Management Handbook

Adequate Turn Radius

slower, turning traffic move off the arterial more quickly,

and help the traffic leaving a driveway turn and enter the Adequate Too Small

stream of traffic more efficiently (Ilowa Access Management
Handbook, 2000). ——

exiting traffic to move smoothly.
Require bus pullout bays along transit routes.

—
Require new developments to conduct traffic impact analyses
to determine the need for turn lanes to allow entering and | tereeRodie

-

zess
Dxive

Establish a minimum offset between a local road intersection
and the highway in order to give enough stacking distance for traffic

Source: lowa Access Management Handbook

Statewide Programs
InAugust 2000, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) made it easier for local governments to implement
traditional neighborhood street networks in new developments. The NCDOT approved street design guidelines to support
community interest in streets that slow and disperse vehicular traffic and provide a pedestrian-friendly environment. The
guidelines specify widths, street geometry, utility placement, and provision of bicycle and pedestrian facilities that promote
walkable, human-scaled communities.

New Jersey and Delaware have created similar statewide programs that combine access management approaches to road
and street design with context-sensitive design principles. These programs seek to provide alternatives to street widening in
order to preserve the character of small historic or suburban towns while improving conditions for traffic through the towns
(Ewing, 2001).
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to exit the highway and turn onto the local road without causing
congestion on the highway.
= When access must be provided to small lot frontages, build a backage
road that can be integrated into the local street system more easily than a
frontage road. To do this, the department of transportation may consider
building the backage road.
=  Encourage or require a traffic impact study for all projects that would
generate traffic above a certain level in order to lay the groundwork for
effective access management.

5.4 Maintain the viability of existing development when new highways are
constructed.

When a new highway is built parallel to an existing roadway, whether
immediately adjacent or as a bypass around a town or city, the danger exists that
the development along the original roadway can migrate toward the highway,
drawing local trips onto the highway and leaving the original roadway to lose
vitality and users. This can have a negative impact on the existing land uses,
provided these uses remain. Fully utilizing an existing roadway as a parallel
connection after the new highway is built advances connectivity goals and
helps reduce congestion on the highway. A main factor in ensuring that the
existing development thrives is a roadway that continues to be used for local
trips. The treatment of the existing roadway (i.e. investment that enhances the
appearance and function of the roadway as a local street and front door to the
existing uses) and the distance between it and the highway are critical.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:

=  Provide adequate space between the existing road and the new parallel
highway for development to occur on both sides of the original roadway.
The appropriate distance will vary depending on the municipality’s size,
type, and development pattern.

= Invest in streetscape and pedestrian amenities along the existing roadway
to attract private investment and help convert it into a vibrant street with
the look, feel, and function of a local street instead of a highway or
commercial corridor.

Orphan Highways

The “Orphan Highways” program in Portland, Oregon, promotes the conversion old highways running parallel to freeway
to more pedestrian-friendly, dense, mixed-use corridors. Congressman Blumenauer recently introduced “H.R. 2927, the
Orphan Highway Restoration Act,” which would authorize funding for repair and rehabilitation of the nation’s “orphan
highways,” many of which function as Main Streets in communities throughout the nation. Orphan highways are federal
routes that served as major thoroughfares before the advent of the Interstate Highway System, but now suffer from neglect
and maintenance needs. Investing in orphan highways creates a major opportunity for economic redevelopment, safety
improvements, and enhancing community livability. With targeted funding and greater decision-making directed to urban
areas where the impacts are most directly felt, we can have a positive impact on efforts to reinvigorate tired old highways
and restore the Main Streets so important to our nation’s communities. In the Portland region, Sandy Boulevard, Martin
Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, Grand Avenue, and SW Pacific Highway are all examples of orphan highways. For more
information visit http:/blumenauer.house.gov/Issues/Issue.aspx?IssuelD= 15.
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= Encourage continuous local streets as development and redevelopment
occurs, particularly those that may provide an alternative, east-west route
paralleling the new highway.

5.5 Encourage redevelopment in the urban core to reduce pressure for
greenfield development, which is likely to occur along the highway and
attract local trips to it.

Development is often attracted to areas where construction is easiest and
access is most convenient, such as greenfield sites along new and existing
highways. However, development of these greenfield sites often has negative
effects on the highway, attracting local trips and resulting congestion. If new
development can be concentrated in areas that have already been developed,
especially areas within the inner city and urban core of a municipality, there
will be less pressure for the growth to occur in greenfield locations, and the
increased number of local trips on the highway can be avoided.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:

= Use brownfield redevelopment incentives as a catalyst to promote growth
in inner city and urban areas. Give tax incentives to municipalities
(ultimately passed on to the developer) for site assessment, clean-up,
and redevelopment. In order to encourage reuse of brownfield sites,
Department of Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) enters a
“brownfields agreement” with a prospective developer that defines the
clean-up and land management actions that are necessary for a particular
brownfield site. With this agreement in place, the developer receives
liability protection that opens the door to obtaining loans that would
previously not have been offered for the project.

5.6 Manage development around highways, particularly the interchanges,
that pass through relatively undeveloped areas (greenfields) in order to
minimize negative effects of highway-oriented development on mobility.

Introducing unfavorable development patterns around highways and highway
interchanges often attracts development patterns that are highway-oriented.
Such patterns are not desirable from a transportation standpoint. For example,
interchanges can attract the development of large land parcels that are typically
commercial or industrial, are destinations for local trips, and are typically not
connected in any way to neighboring parcels, which are often vacant. Because
of its isolation, this type of development encourages local vehicular trips, as
travelers must drive between the parcel and almost any other destination. In
addition, the nature and the isolation of these developments often combine
to create a lack of both pedestrian connections to neighboring parcels and
transit links to more distant destinations, further promoting the number of
local trips made by automobile. Thus, managing development in these high-
impact areas is key to controlling the effects of land use on a new highway
or expressway. The following recommendations show how this development
may be managed.
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Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:
Prepare small area plans at the local level prior to new highway

construction.

Interchange and other capacity expansions along the

corridor should not take place until adequate land use preservation and

facility access restrictions are put in place.

Establish an additional layer of regulation for

corridors and interchange areas to control the

nature of this development.

o Implement Interchange Zoning districts.

o Implement Corridor Overlay Districts.

o Establish conditional uses.

o Require Planned Unit Developments (PUDs).

Purchase land within a specified distance of such

access points to prevent development in those

locations.

Provide incentives to stimulate development

in target areas and to achieve desired design,

intensity, and other characteristics.

o Allow the transfer of development rights,
when permitted in North Carolina.

o Provide density bonuses.

Establish easements (e.g. scenic easements) or

employ other preservation tools that can be put in

place around interchanges.

Interchange Zoning Technique

Jurisdictions in several states have created specific
interchange zoning categories that set forth the uses,
standards, and restrictions for land within that zoning
category. Lakeland, Florida, has an interchange
activity center zoning category as one of the categories
in local ordinances that are implemented at the regional
level along key corridors. Use of this zoning category
has encouraged compact development at interchanges
along important corridors. (Salila Vanka, Susan Handy,
Kara M. Kockelman, 2003).

Executive Order for Conservation

Vermont's Executive Order No. 19-3 (No. 07-01)
addresses conservation of land in and around
interstate interchanges. It encourages state agencies
and departments to conserve land in these areas and
ensure that any development that does occur meets
the state’s goals for new development, including
compact development patterns and preservation of
scenic, agricultural, natural, and historic assets.

= (Create multi-governmental interchange access
agreements (memorandum of agreement - See
Appendix III as an example of multi-governmental
agreement to better integrate land use with transportation), which could
ensure that development around interchanges is managed to meet the
criteria agreed upon by the interested municipalities, counties, and
state department of transportation. This type of agreement is allowed
under North Carolina law section 160A-461 — Inter-local cooperation
authorized.

= Utilize new technology to predict and understand the impact of different
land use policies on growth around interchanges. The Interchange
Development Model (IDM) is a computerized, multivariate regression
model that helps in identifying the overall impact of current development
and how an interchange may help or fall below development expectations.
It also helps determine steps that can be taken to enhance or limit
development and provide future alternative scenarios.

5.7 Encourage growth management initiatives that would manage the rate
and direction of growth community-wide.

The pace and direction of growth directly affects road mobility and therefore
congestion. If'the rate of growth in a region outstrips the road mobility serving
and connecting it, then any new improvements, including the new or improved
highway, will immediately feel negative impacts such as congestion. One
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way to handle this problem is by assessing existing and future transportation
improvements in light of the rate of growth. If it is determined that the
transportation infrastructure planned, especially the highway, is not compatible
with the growth rate, growth management efforts will be even more vital to
protecting the mobility of the highway.

Recommended actions for putting this policy into practice:

= Restrict extension of services in areas where development should be
limited.

= Conduct planning studies such as small area plans to guide development
in areas in which growth should be directed.

= Adopt adequate public facility ordinances to make the connection between
road mobility and the rate of growth.

= Create a program for protecting corridor mobility,

incorporating an educational component that | Jobs-Housing Balance Grants
addresses land use policies. California offers “Jobs-Housing Balance Grants” to

.. communities that have the greatest increase in the
" To reduce the number of workers driving on the number of housing units permitted in comparison to

highway to commute long distances to employment, a previous three-year average. The program goal is
reward communities that create a balance between | toencourage new housing construction, primarily in
jobs and housing. The state may do this by offering | high job-growth areas where housing has not kept

grants, tax incentives, or other advantages to pace with job growth. There are two components to
> h ’ . .. the award: production, which rewards increases in
communities that meet certain criteria. housing supply relative to county-level employment

demand and the jobs-housing relationship; and
planning incentive, which rewards production of
6.0 Conclusion types of housing that advance livable-community

B . objectives. The competitive grant program also
Land uses along the US 64-NC 49 corridor range from offers bonus points for infill and affordable housing

agricultural in the rural areas to commercial and industrial | projects. The communities can use the grants for a
in the relatively dense suburban and urban environments. wide variety of community projects (EPA SGI).
Many of these uses depend on access to US 64 and NC 49 to
be successful. However, the specific conditions surrounding
development in the corridor are also varied, so the impact of land use on existing
and future roadway mobility differs from one area to the next. Thus, the number
and types of land use policies that should be applied vary throughout the length of
the corridor.

One of the key issues in addressing the need for balance between land use and
transportation priorities is how various authorities work at different levels. Most
highway transportation improvements fall under the state’s jurisdiction, while land
use planning is a heavily guarded power of local jurisdictions. Thus, the power to
directly control two closely connected issues is dealt with at two very different
levels by two very different organizations. Both state and local jurisdictions will
play important roles in preserving highway mobility, and all of these entities
working together to achieve this goal will be as important as any efforts they make
individually.

In conjunction with other planning and zoning activities, adoption of the policies
introduced in Section 5.0 at the local level may result in land use patterns that
satisfy the needs of both the communities through which the roads pass and
the agencies responsible for maintaining mobility for through traffic in a given
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area. Each jurisdiction may choose to adopt a subset of the policies described
in this report, depending on the needs in the area and the input of citizens who
are affected by the policies. While embracing these policies is an important first
step in implementation, the true benefits will be realized when such policies are
reflected in the regulatory frameworks of each municipality and county, ideally in
a consistent manner.

Ifpolicies are applied appropriately throughout the corridor, the future development
pattern that ultimately emerges may resemble that which is illustrated in the
Alternative Development Pattern Map included at the end of this section (see Page
22). After analyzing the Future Land Use Map depicting the composite land use
vision of various jurisdictions (see Appendix II) and the emerging issues from
Section 3.0 of this report, an Alternative Development Pattern Map has been
prepared. The alternative suggests compact urban cores surrounded by lower
density suburban mixed-use development. It also depicts future scenic corridors
protected at local level from intense development, mainly between major urban
areas. It also discourages stripping of corridor for high intensity uses between
Asheboro and Ramseur, as indicated in the future land use plans of these towns,
by encouraging more compact development.

Since land use is controlled at the local level, the State’s ability to influence land
use decisions is limited to communication and coordination with the units of
local government. As a resource, the State can fill an educational role, giving the
affected jurisdictions equal access to useful policy information, including helping
to train local officials about land use and its impact on transportation. Providing
consistent information opens the door for regional coordination, as neighboring
jurisdictions consider the adoption of common policies. State government
can also provide a policy framework to encourage changes in land use and
transportation patterns in response to population growth. The state might also
consider the practices of other states, such as New Jersey, of providing funding
and incentives. For instance, NCDOT might direct state and federal transportation
funding to cities and regions that preserve land around key interchanges, facilitate
the development of land use plans that foster long-term mobility, or demonstrate
improvements in vehicle miles traveled per capita.

While efforts at the local level and the state level can be very effective, the best
solution lies in bringing the two levels of government together and adopting an
incentive-based approach in which road mobility and level of service (issues
critical to NCDOT) are balanced with the intensity and nature of development
(issues important to local jurisdictions). Balancing the needs and priorities of
the two types of organization is part of the larger quest to balance land use and
transportation needs and design principles. Successful land use/transportation
programs are accomplished in states where inter-governmental cooperation thrives,
such as California, Maryland, New Jersey, and Oregon. Such efforts, though
difficult and complex undertakings, will provide the most effective solution,
allowing both statewide and local needs to be met as goals for the relationship
between transportation facilities and land use patterns are realized.
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7.0 Glossary of Terms

Access management — The controlling or managing of access along arterial
roadways for the purpose of improving average travel speeds and increasing
the capacity of the road, thereby improving mobility. (Spokane Regional
Transportation Council)

Service Road (Frontage Road, Backage Road) — A public or private street or
road, auxiliary to and normally located parallel to a controlled access facility,
that maintains local road continuity and provides access to parcels adjacent to the
controlled access facility (Iowa Access Management Handbook, 2000).

Frontage Road — A public or private drive that generally parallels a public street
between the right-of-way and the front building setback line. The frontage road
provides access to private properties while separating them from the arterial street
(Iowa Access Management Handbook, 2000).

Backage Road — A local street or road running parallel to an arterial for service to
abutting properties and for controlling access to the arterial which provides land
access to the rear lot line of the property. Arterial frontage becomes the rear lot
and buildings front on the backage road (Iowa Access Management Handbook,
2000).

Brownfield — Abandoned, idled, or under used industrial or commercial
facilities where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived
environmental contamination. (Executive Office of Affairs)

Greenfield — Property that has not been previously developed. Those sites, in
both rural and urban areas, which have not experienced previous development. It
also includes forestry and agricultural land and buildings, as well as previously
developed sites which have now blended into the natural landscape over time.
(Copeland Borough Council, UK)

Infill Development — Development that takes place on vacant or under utilized
parcels within an area that is already characterized by urban development and has
access to urban services. (Envision Utah)

Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND) — A compact, mixed use
neighborhood where residential, commercial and civic buildings are within close
proximity to each other. It is a planning concept that is based on traditional small
town and city neighborhood development principles. (A Model Ordinance for
Traditional Neighborhood Development)

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) — A mixed-use community within
walking distance of a transit stop that mixes residential, retail, office, open space,
and public uses in a way that makes it convenient to travel on foot or by public
transportation instead of by car. (Executive Office of Affairs)
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Appendix I:
Sources

Access Management Handbook (2000). Ames: Center for Transportation
Research and Education, lowa State University Research Park.

Brea, CA Recaptures Heart and Soul of the Community with a New Downtown
[Online] (2004, September 29). Available: http://www.lgc.org/freepub/
land use/models/brea. html

Calthorpe, P. (2002). The Urban Network: A New Framework for
Growth  [Online].  Available:  http://www.calthorpe.com/clippings/
UrbanNet1216.pdf

Ewing, R. (1999). Traffic Calming: State of the Practice. FHWA-RD-99-135.
Washington, DC: Institute of Transportation Engineers.

Ewing, R. (2001). Flexible Street Design of New Jersey’s Main Streets. New
Brunswick: Voorhees Transportation Policy Institute, Rutgers University.

Langdon, P. (2004). Street Connectivity Emerging as a New Municipal Goal.
New Urban News. 9(4), 1-4.

Moore, T. & Thorsnes, P. (1994). The Transportation/Land Use Connection.
Planning Advisory Service Report Number 448/449. Chicago: American
Planning Association.

Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) (April 16, 2003). Amendment
to the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan, Bypass Policy.

Salila V., Handy, S., & Kockelman, K. M. (2003, April 18). State-Local
Coordination in Managing Land Use and Transportation Along State
Highways. Available: http://www.ce.utexas.edu/prof/kockelman/public
html/JUPD,InteragencyCoop.pdf

Urban Land Institute Development Case Studies [Online] (2004, September
29). Available: www.casestudies.uli.org

Williams, K. & Marshall, M. (1996). Managing Corridor Development:
A Municipal Handbook. Tampa: Center for Urban Transportation
Research.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Smart Growth Initiative (SGI)
[Online] (2004, September 29). Available: http://cfpub.epa.gov/sgpdb/
sgdb.cfm

Spokane Regional Transportation Council [Online] Available: http://
www.srtc.org/glossary.htm

Executive Office of Affairs, Massachusetts [Online] Available: http://
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Copeland  Borough  Council, UK [Online] Available:  http://
www.copelandbe.gov.uk/ENVIRONMENT/LocalPlan/LP-Glossary.htm

Envision Utah [Online] Available: http://www.envisionutah.org/glossary.htm

A Model Ordinance for Traditional Neighborhood Development [Online]
(April 2002) Available: http://www.wisc.edu/urpl/people/ohm/projects/
tndord.pdf

Executive Office of Affairs, Massachusetts [Online] Available: http:/
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Appe“dix III: Presented here are two examples from two different states (North

Carolina and Kentucky) that show how inter-jurisdictional agreements are

Multi- formulated.
Governmental
Interchange
Access
Agreement
Examples

Example One:

NC 73 Corridor Transportation / Land Use Plan has recently been completed. The corridor goes through one of
the rapidly growing areas around Lake Norman, in Charlotte’s metro area. It presents significant challenges in
land use and transportation for residents and people who travel in that area.

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between thirteen participating jurisdictions and agencies is a vehicle
to carry forward common goals and objectives in the form of policies.

Memorandum of Understanding

Each of'thirteen participating jurisdictions and agencies were requested to approve a Memorandum of Understanding
for the NC 73 Corridor Transportation/Land Use Plan, committing themselves to follow the recommendations of the
Plan and to cooperate with each other in implementing the Plan. The Memorandum of Understanding is not a legal
contract. Rather, it is a statement of intent by each jurisdiction. The approval of the Memorandum of Understanding
can generally be considered to be acknowledgement that they:

Adopt the MOU, as a statement of intent on behalf of the jurisdiction;

e Adopt a Council of Planning, agreeing to appoint a participant who can represent the jurisdiction’s interests
in the plan, can work cooperatively with the other jurisdictions, and can oversee the implementation of the
recommendations within the jurisdiction;

e Accept the recommendations within their jurisdiction as guidance for land use and other actions to implement
the Plan; and

e Acknowledge that their portion of NC 73 and any related roads in their jurisdiction is an integral part of an
overall Corridor, and that actions taken that affect NC 73 within their jurisdiction that affect NC 73 in other
jurisdictions as well, and must be made cooperatively.

The draft of the Memorandum of Understanding that was presented to each of the jurisdictions for adoption is as
follows:
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Memorandum of Understanding

Background

In February 2003, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (“NC DOT”), three counties, five municipalities,
three Chambers of Commerce, two Metropolitan Planning Organizations and one Regional Planning Organization
engaged the Centralina Council of Governments (“COG”) to administer a study of the NC 73 Corridor from
Interstate Highway 85 in Cabarrus County to US Highway 321 in Lincoln County. Funds for this Corridor Study
came from NC DOT, as well as from the counties, municipalities and private sector sources along the Corridor.
[The term “Corridor” in the Memorandum means the area lying roughly within one-half (1/2) mile of the centerline
of the NC 73 right of way between the highway’s intersections with Interstate 85 in Cabarrus County, and with US
321 in Lincoln County.]

The impetus for the NC 73 Transportation/ Land Use Corridor Plan (the “Plan”) was the recognition that increased
development pressures along the Corridor, and the resulting vehicular burdens, have stressed the roadway’s capacity
to serve as a reliable transportation facility for its many users. Moreover, all of the funding partners recognized
two key factors: 1) considerable physical improvement will be required to “fix” the corridor; and 2) the current and
foreseeable land uses along the Corridor need to be evaluated before undertaking any capital investment in “fixing”
the roadway itself.

Beginning with this broad consensus, COG and NC DOT selected a team of planners to undertake the details of this
study. The contract of these planning services was executed in April 2003, and the planning team’s analysis began
shortly thereafter.

Public meetings have been held in Cabarrus, Lincoln and Mecklenburg Counties during November 2003 and March
2004. The planning team’s work has been guided by a steering committee comprised of COG and representatives
of all municipalities or counties having land use planning jurisdiction over property along the Corridor, as well as
representatives of economic development or planning organizations affected by the NC 73’s capacity. In addition,
the planning team has hosted a series of land use planning charrettes with the local planning staffs for each of the
municipalities and counties having land use jurisdiction along the Corridor. The planning team has also held
briefings for the elected officials in each of those communities.

The resulting Plan consists of maps, drawings and other graphics that are incorporated within a Plan Report. In
particular, maps corresponding to various Corridor segments show the existing and proposed land uses for each
such segment. These segment maps also display the recommended improvements to the NC 73 roadway and to
roads and streets connected to NC 73 and within the Corridor.

Understanding

1. Parties to this Understanding:

The Parties are:

a.) The municipalities and the counties having jurisdiction over 1) land use ordinances and determinations whether
land uses along the NC 73 Corridor are in compliance with such ordinances; or 2) public investments along
the corridor.

b.) The inter-governmental planning organizations having jurisdiction for transportation planning along the NC

73 Corridor.
c.) COG.
d.)) NCDOT.

2. Current Land Uses: Each Party commits to accept and abide by the component of the Plan that falls within that
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Party’s land use jurisdiction (including its extra-territorial jurisdiction) along the Corridor. Each Party’s relevant
component of the Plan is attached to this Memorandum, and is incorporated herein.

3. Inducements to Other Parties: Each Party understands that its commitment to its respective component of the
Plan has induced other Parties to make like commitments for their respective segments of the Plan insofar as that
Party has jurisdiction over the land uses within its Plan segment. Based on this understanding, each Party commits
its best efforts to maintain its land use designations as shown in its respective segment of the Plan.

4. Future Collaboration Among Parties:

The Plan designates certain areas along the Corridor where further planning is needed. In most cases, those areas
require collaboration among various Parties where their land use jurisdiction boundaries converge. In such cases,
each Party commits its best efforts to undertake that collaborative planning, including providing direction to its
planning staff and/ or consultants engaged for such planning purposes. At the conclusion of any such collaborative
planning process, each Party commits to adopt and abide by the land use ordinances determined appropriate and
consistent with the Corridor Plan.

5. Council of Planning: The Parties agree that periodic reviews of the land uses and public investments along the
Corridor will be required over time. In the spirit of effective collaboration and prudent long range planning, the
Parties agree to establish a Council of Planning for the Corridor. This Council shall be comprised of at least one
representative knowledgeable in regional planning issues from each Party. The

Council shall meet periodically to review and discuss land uses development trends, transportation operations and
public investment requirements.

6. Future Actions Affecting Land Uses Along the Corridor: All parties recognize that future governmental
entities may not be contractually bound by the adoption of this Memorandum of Understanding. In recognition
of this limitation, the Parties commit to review the status of land use and public investment decisions along the
Corridor periodically. Furthermore, the Parties, in good faith, commit to: 1) review the recommendations of the
Council of Planning; and 2) meet periodically with other Parties regarding emerging issues along the Corridor. The
intent of this commitment is to promote periodic discussions of municipal and/or county goals, plans and strategies
for maintaining effective development patterns, public investment and transportation flow along NC 73.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties, through their duly authorized representatives, have executed this
Memorandum of Understanding and have attached maps relating to their respective jurisdictions, effective this

day of , 2004,
COUNTY OF CABARRUS
By
(Title)
COUNTY OF LINCOLN
By
(Title)
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COUNTY OF MECKLENBURG
By

(Title)

CITY OF CONCORD
By

(Title)

CITY OF KANNAPOLIS
By

(Title)

TOWN OF CORNELIUS
By

(Title)

TOWN OF DAVIDSON
By

(Title)

TOWN OF HUNTERSVILLE
By

(Title)

CABARRUS — ROWAN METROPOLITAN PLANNING COMMISSION

By

(Title)

CENTRALINA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

By

(Title)
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LAKE NORMAN RURAL PLANNING ORGANIZATION
By

(Title)

MECKLENBURG — UNION METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION
By

(Title)

NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
By

(Title)

Funding, Design and Construction

The key to implementation of the roadway improvements is having the NC 73 Corridor on the NCDOT
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP is the programming document for expenditures of State and
Federal transportation funds. It identifies priorities for planning, design, right-of-way, and construction of roadway
projects throughout the State, through a very prescribed process.

Currently, two sections of NC 73 are on the TIP, but neither is funded. The two sections are:

e TIP No. R-2236 A, from I-77 to Davidson-Concord Road in Mecklenburg County, and
TIP No. R-2706 from SR 1356 in Lincoln County to SR 2145 in Mecklenburg County.

The TIP is fiscally constrained, meaning that the projected revenues match the projects programmed. This requires
that project requests include a cost estimate. The implication of this for NC 73 is that addition of NC 73 improvements
within the seven year horizon of the TIP would require removing or delaying other projects to maintain the funding
ceiling set by the equity formula for the region. The Board of Transportation member decides if a project gets put
into the TIP, with or without a completed feasibility study. A NCDOT feasibility study determines the scope of a
given project, including a Right-of-way and construction cost estimate.

A project can only be recommended for inclusion on the TIP through the mutual concurrence of the Metropolitan
Planning Organization (MPO) and NCDOT. Each MPO develops its own needs list which is submitted to the
NCDOT. Through a series of joint meetings, a Local TIP (LTIP) is developed. Because of the equity formula and
the requirement for fiscal constraint, only the highest priority needs are likely to be included in the State TIP.

There are two steps that will be necessary to have all of NC 73 added to the TIP List:

1. NCDOT Feasibility Study. The recommended approach for NC 73 is to request the N. C. Department
Transportation to accept The NC 73 Corridor Transportation/Land Use Plan and Memorandum of Understanding as
the feasibility study for NC 73. It is recommended that the full NC 73 Corridor, from US 321 to I-85, be a single
feasibility study, because of the integrated nature of all of the segments, including the network roads in addition to
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NC 73 itself. The feasibility study for R-2705 was done in 1991 and the study for R-2155 was done in 1995, so they
would need to be included as part of the overall NC 73 feasibility study, since they are outdated. The NCDOT would
need to prepare a right-of-way and probable cost estimate to complete the feasibility study.

2. Add NC 73 to the Local TIP. It is recommended that one of the first actions of the Council of Planning be to
initiate negotiations with MUMPO, Cabarrus-Rowan MPO and Lake Norman RPO for inclusion on their LTIP’s. It
will be very important for each of the LTIP’s to include NC 73 as a high priority project, which will aid in having
it added to the State TIP List. Once NC 73 has been added to the State TIP, it follows the prescribed process for
funding, planning, design, right-of-way acquisition and construction. The priority given by the North Carolina
Board of Transportation helps determine the priority of projects on the State TIP.

Jurisdiction Responsibilities

Local jurisdictions will be responsible for implementing the land use portions of the NC 73 Corridor Transportation/
Land Use Plan. The kind of commitments that will be needed include:

e Maintain land use plans that are the basis for the Corridor Plan, or make changes with the concurrence of the
Council of Planning that the changes would not have an adverse effect on the rest of the corridor

e Undertake area plans at locations identified in the segment plans, jointly with abutting communities where the
area plans are in more than one jurisdiction
Coordination with abutting jurisdictions to undertake area plans and to participate in the Council of Planning
Maintain or adopt development policies that will maintain the right-of-way necessary for the appropriate road
typology

e Require that developments follow the Corridor access guidelines as part of the land use and zoning approval
process

e Require as part of the land use and zoning approval process that some road be funded and built as part of the
developments, as indicated on the segment plans

The local jurisdictions will likely be requested to take responsibility for implementing some aspects of the roadway
projects. This could place responsibility on local jurisdictions for some of the following:

e Require some pedestrian/bike trails as part of development approvals

Possibly pay for landscape and urban design elements

Possibly pay for sidewalks and pedestrian/bike trails

Maybe some right of way acquisition

Possibly maintenance of “amenities” in the right of way

The Centralina Council of Governments commitment includes:

e Participation in the NC 73 Council of Planning; and
e “Reminding” member communities of their commitments

The MPO and RPO commitment includes:

e Transportation Plan amendments as necessary to incorporate NC 73 elements.
e Supporting the NC 73 Corridor Plan through inclusion of the Corridor on the LTIP; and
e  Working for inclusion of the NC 73 Corridor on the State TIP.
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The NCDOT commitment includes:

Making its “best effort” to include the recommendations set forth in the NC 73 Corridor Plan in its long range
planning for the corridor; and

Following the road typologies, access management strategy and segment plan recommendations as guidelines
for the design of NC 73 projects.

Recommendations for the Council of Planning

COG as Convener and Staff: It is recommended that the Centralina Council of Governments (“COG”)
serve as the convener for, and provide the staff functions to, the Council of Planning. Such staff functions
include (but not limited to) the proposing operating by-laws, regular meeting dates and places, and minutes of
meetings.

Communication Protocol among Jurisdictions: With COG’s assistance, the Council of Planning should
recommend to the jurisdictions along the Corridor methods and frequencies of communicating information
important to the Corridor’s users, planners and funders. Specifically, the Council of Planning should present
“State of the Corridor” reports to 1) NC Board of Transportation members having responsibility along the
Corridor, 2) governing bodies of the Corridor’s respective jurisdictions, and 3) economic development and
planning organizations interested in the Corridor.

Small Area Plan Updates: Municipalities having designated responsibilities for directing, or participating
in, the development of small area plans identified in the Corridor Plan should report regularly to the Council of
Planning on their planning progress (e.g., selection of consultants, scope of work, project schedule, and impacts
on land uses and/or traffic volume and flow along the Corridor).

Developing Funding Priorities: The Council of Planning should coordinate with the respective Metropolitan
Planning Organizations and with the Lake Norman Rural Planning Organization to develop priorities among the
various Corridor segments for the Local Transportation Improvement Program. Included in this coordination
and prioritization process would be considering the impact of segment funding priorities to any revisions of the
Thoroughfare Plan.

Update of Corridor Plan: The Council of Planning should recommend updates to the NC DOT, the respective
jurisdictions and planning organizations, as needed.

Recommended TIP Projects

State and Federal guidelines for TIP projects require that they begin and end at “logical termini,” referring generally
to major roads or highways where notable changes in traffic volumes could be expected to occur.

The following division of the 35 mile NC 73 corridor into TIP projects is based on the locations where notable
changes in traffic volume are expected. The “logical termini” of these recommended project locations in most
instances result in TIP projects that overlap jurisdictions. It is anticipated that this overlap will encourage the
continued and ongoing cooperation of the various county, municipal, MPO/RPO, NCDOT division and private
sector jurisdictions and agencies in order to secure funding for the projects which directly affect each of them.

1.

US 321 to new NC 16. Lincoln County. This project would all be within unincorporated Lincoln County. It
is all in the jurisdiction of Lake Norman RPO (LNRPO), and all in NCDOT Division 12. Anticipated traffic
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volumes through this section range from 14,000 near US 321 to 36,000 near the new NC 16. Traffic east of the
new NC 16 is anticipated to be notably higher than to the west. This TIP project would include the section on
new alignment from US 321 to Low Bridge Road and the potential section on new alignment from Reinhardt
Circle to Maxwell Farm Lane, which is the reason it is recommended as a single TIP project. Other than
construction needed in the immediate vicinity of the NC 73 Bypass, recommended improvements to Salem
Church Road and Hill Road should be required as part of commercial and employment center development.
Because the section on new alignment from US 321 to near Airport Road would provide notable relief to the
existing NC 73/NC 27, this could potentially be two TIP projects:

la. US 321 to Airport Road, Lincoln County, and
1b. Airport Road to new NC 16

New NC 16 to new Gilead Road (SR 2136). Lincoln and Mecklenburg Counties. This project would be
partly within unincorporated Lincoln County, partly within unincorporated Mecklenburg County, and partly
within the Town of Huntersville. It is partly in the jurisdiction of LNRPO and partly in Mecklenburg-Union
MPO (MUMPO). It is partly in NCDOT Division 12, and partly in Division 10. It includes a major crossing
of the Catawba River. Anticipated traffic volumes range from 36,000 near new NC 16 to 50,000 near new
Gilead Road. Because of the improvements proposed to Gilead Road for access to [-77 and to 1-485 via Vance
Road, traffic volumes are anticipated to drop from 50,000 to approximately 25,000 in each direction at this
intersection. NC 73 portions of this section are all on existing alignment. Recommended improvements of
Little Egypt Road from NC 73 to old NC 16, of old NC 16 and Pilot Knob Road from NC 73 to old NC 16
are recommended to be included as part of this TIP project, as they have a direct bearing on the functionality
of NC 73 in the West Lake Norman segment. Other recommended roads shown as part of the bypass south of
NC 73 and NC 16 should be required to be built as part of developments in the area.

New Gilead Road (SR 2136) to Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693). Mecklenburg County. This

project falls partly within each of the Town of Huntersville, the Town of Cornelius, the Town of Davidson
and unincorporated Mecklenburg County. It is in the jurisdiction of MUMPO, and NCDOT Division 10.
Anticipated traffic volumes range from approximately 25,000 at new Gilead Road to 32,000 at Davidson-
Concord Road, peaking at [-77 in the middle of the section. Because this is the central link of the limited
network for the NC 73 corridor through Huntersville, Cornelius and Davidson, it is recommended to be a
single TIP project for long-range planning purposes. This section is all on existing alignment. Recommended
improvements to US 21 should be included as part of this TIP project, as they have a direct bearing on
the functionality of NC 73. Recommended improvements to NC 115 should be part of the transit oriented
development at the proposed NC 73/NC 115 commuter rail station.

Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693) to Odell School Road (SR 1601). Mecklenburg and Cabarrus
Counties. This project falls partly with each of the Town of Davidson, unincorporated Mecklenburg County
and unincorporated Cabarrus County. It is also with areas expected to eventually be annexed by the City of
Kannapolis and the City of Concord. It is partly in the jurisdiction of MUMPO and partly in Cabarrus-Rowan
MPO (CRMPO), and is in NCDOT Division 10. Anticipated traffic volume ranges from 38,000 at David-
Concord Road to 30,000 at Odell School Road. This section is all on existing alignment. Recommended
improvements to Odell School Road south of NC 73 should be included as part of this TIP project, since it
is part of the Untz Road southern alternative route and will relieve traffic on NC 73, resulting in a smaller
and less expensive NC 73 project. Recommended improvements to Poplar Tent Church Road/Shiloh Church
Road and to Odell School Road north of NC 73 should be part of the area plan development at those two
locations.
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5.  QOdell School Road (SR 1601) to I-85. Cabarrus County. This project falls partly within unincorporated

Cabarrus County and partly within the City of Concord. It is also with areas expected to eventually be
annexed by the City of Kannapolis and the City of Concord. It is all within the jurisdiction of CRMPO and
NCDOT Division 10. Anticipated traffic volume ranges from 28,000 at Odell School Road to 44,000 at 1-85.
Because the recently completed Kannapolis Parkway has the potential to redirect some NC 73 traffic south to
1-85, this section could potentially be two TIP projects:

S5a. Odell School Road (SR 1601) to Kannapolis Parkway (SR 1430), and
S5b. Kannapolis Parkway (SR 1430) to -85

This project is all on existing alignment. Recommended improvements to Odell School Road and Untz Road
should be included as part of this TIP project, since they are part of the southern alternative route and will
relieve traffic on NC 73, resulting in a smaller and less expensive NC 73 project.

6.  Gilead Road (SR 2136) from NC 73 to I-77, Mecklenburg County. This project falls partly within the
Town of Huntersville and partly within unincorporated Mecklenburg County. It is all within the jurisdiction of
MUMPO and NCDOT Division 10. This project is the western half of the southern leg of the limited network
for NC 73 through Huntersville. Anticipated traffic volumes are in the 25,000 to 35,000 range. This section is
mostly on existing alignment, except for approximately the first 2 mile south of NC 73.

7.  Gilead Road (SR 2136). Huntersville-Concord Road (SR 2448) and Ramah Church Road (SR 2439
from 1-77 to the proposed Prosperity Church Road Extension, Mecklenburg County. This project falls
partly within the Town of Huntersville and partly within unincorporated Mecklenburg County. It is all within
the jurisdiction of MUMPO and NCDOT Division 10. This project is the eastern half of the southern leg of
the limited network for NC 73 through Huntersville. Anticipated traffic volumes are in the approximately
15,000 to 20,000 range. This section is mostly on existing alignment, except for the connection between
Huntersville-Concord Road and Ramah Church Road.

8.  Catawba Avenue (SR 5544) and Westmoreland Road (SR 2147) from NC 73 to US 21, Mecklenbur
County. This project falls partly within the Town of Huntersville, partly within the Town of Cornelius and
partly within unincorporated Mecklenburg County. It is all within the jurisdiction of MUMPO and NCDOT
Division 10. This project is the eastern half of the northern leg of the limited network for NC 73 through
Huntersville. Anticipated traffic volumes are in the approximately 25,000 to 30,000 range. This section is all
on existing alignment.

9.  US 21, Bailey Road and Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693) from Westmoreland Road to NC 73,
Mecklenburg County. This project is the western half of the northern leg of the limited network for NC

73 through Huntersville. The Bailey Road and Davidson-Concord Road sections have been proposed by the
Town of Cornelius and the Town of Davidson as part of the Cornelius East & Davidson-Concord Road Vision
Plan. This portion of the limited network is included for informational purposes only, and is not proposed as
a TIP project.

Recommended TIP Project Priorities

The priorities for the TIP projects are shown separately for NCDOT Division 10 and Division 12, since they are
accounted separately under the equity formula.
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Division 10 Priorities

Priority 1:

Priority 2:

Priority 3:

Priority 4:

Priority 5:

Priority 6

Priority 7

Priority 8

New Gilead Road (SR 2136) to Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693), Mecklenburg County. This
project is currently the most congested in the corridor, with the largest projected population and the
highest anticipated traffic volumes.

New NC 16 to new Gilead Road (SR 2136), Lincoln and Mecklenburg Counties. This project
is anticipated to carry 50,000 vehicles per day by 2025. It has the potential to become a major
bottleneck.

Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693) to Odell School Road (SR 1601), Mecklenburg and Cabarrus
Counties. This project is in the section of the corridor with the highest rate of projected population
growth. It is already experiencing peak period congestion problems.

Odell_School Road (SR 1601) to 1-85, Cabarrus County. This project serves a commercial and
business corridor that currently experiences congestion and access management issues. If planned
as two TIP projects, 4a. from Kannapolis Parkway to 1-85 would be the higher priority of the two.

Gilead Road (SR 2136) from NC 73 to I-77. Mecklenburg County. This project will be needed to
provide diversion of traffic from NC 73. Without this project, NC 73 from Catawba Avenue to [-77
would have to be a much bigger and more expensive road project.

Catawba Avenue (SR 5544) and Westmoreland Road (SR 2147) from NC 73 to US 21, Mecklenburg
County. This project is also needed to provide diversion of traffic from NC 73. Without this project,
NC 73 from Catawba Avenue to [-77 would have to be a much bigger and more expensive road
project.

Gilead Road (SR 2136), Huntersville-Concord Road (SR 2448) and Ramah Church Road (SR
2439) from 1-77 to the proposed Prosperity Church Road Extension, Mecklenburg County. This

project is needed to eventually divert traffic from NC 73 so that NC 73 will not have to be a bigger
and more expensive project. The timing of this project will be affected by the Prosperity Church
Road Extension and the construction of the link between Huntersville-Concord Road and Ramah
Church Road as part of development in that area.

US 21, Bailey Road and Davidson-Concord Road (SR 2693) from Westmoreland Road to NC 73,
Mecklenburg County. The priority for this section of the NC 73 corridor will be determined by the
Towns of Cornelius and Davidson as part of the development of the Cornelius East & Davidson-
Concord Road Area Plan.

Division 12 Priorities

Priority 1

Priority 2

New NC 16 to new Gilead Road (SR 2136), Lincoln and Mecklenburg Counties. This project is
necessary to relieve existing congestion in the vicinity of NC 73 and old NC 16, which is steadily
increasing due to the rate of development in West Lake Norman. Further, it is anticipated to carry
50,000 vehicles per day by 2025 and has the potential to become a major bottleneck.

US 321 to new NC 16, Lincoln County. This project will relieve congestion on existing NC 27
between NC 73 and US 321. It will also support economic development in the area around the
Lincoln County Airport and between US 321 and existing NC 73. If planned as two TIP projects,
la. from US 321 to Airport Road would be the higher priority.
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Example Two:

Paris Pike, US 27/68, is a major road connecting two fast growing areas in the Lexington region. The corridor
transverses Kentucky'’s bluegrass country of rolling hills, rock fences, lush foliage, horse farms, and older mansions.
Due to growth pressures there was tremendous pressure (1 week) for widening the two lane road. Original plans
to widen the road by Kentucky Transportation Cabinet would do significant damage to the cultural resources as
well as open the land for undesirable development.

A Multi-jurisdiction Agreement (MOA) was thus created to control the land uses along the corridor and therefore
protect the scenic heritage - see following detailed description of MOA.

Lexington — Paris Pike, KY
Inter-Local Cooperation Agreement

“The Lexington — Fayette Urban County, Bourbon County, and the city of Paris entered into an inter-local agreement
under Kentucky law to create a Paris Pike Commission. The Commission is separate administrative entity whose
purposes are to prepare small area land use plan for the corridor, secure its adoption by the participating city and
county planning commissions, review all land use applications or proposals in the corridor as to conformity to the
small area plan, and to devise a Paris Pike Corridor District Ordinance to preserve and protect the character integrity
of the Paris Pike Corridor.”

- Case Studies from Transportation Corridor Management: Are we Linking

Transportation and Land Use Yet?
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MODEL ORDINANCE
PROTECTION OF CORRIDORS AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY

Notes to Users:
General:

This model ordinance is provided for adoption, in whole or in part, into the local land
development code. Florida's local governments represent a range of size, character, and
unique local situations. Thus, local governments should modify standards or procedures for
consistency with local conditions and practice. Text in parentheses and italics is intended to be
replaced with appropriate local terminology, such as the name of the jurisdiction, citations of
plan policies, and so forth.

The model ordinance begins with general provisions and then provides the user with two
options — the first option is intended for system wide application and the second option is a
corridor protection overlay district. The system wide option includes numbered sections for
consistency of proposed development with the long-range transportation map, right-of-way
dedication, right-of-way preservation, and right-of-way acquisition. These are followed by an
alternative option for designation of a corridor protection overlay district. Although a
numbering system is provided here for the purposes of the model, the user should use a
numbering system and format consistent with the local land development code, or other local
land development regulations.

Relationship to the comprehensive plan:

This ordinance is intended to carry out the local government comprehensive plan. The user
should examine the comprehensive plan to determine that an adequate planning foundation has
been established for these regulations. If additional plan language is desirable, model plan
language is provided as guidance for a plan amendment.

Issues related to access to corridors:

This model ordinance does not specifically address access management. The user is directed to
the Model Land Development & Subdivision Regulations that Support Access Management." In
adopting corridor preservation regulations, the user should consider the CUTR/FDOT model
access management regulations together with other regulations of this model ordinance.

Administrative procedures.

Separate administrative procedures are not specified in this model ordinance. The local
government should integrate the regulations of this model ordinance into existing review and
approval procedures for developments, because the preservation and protection measures are

' Williams, Kristine M., Daniel E. Rudge, Gary Sokolow, and Kurt Eichin, Model Land Development and
Subdivision Regulations That Support Access Management for Florida Cities and Counties, CUTR and
FDOT, 1994,




"triggered" by a development application in or near a protected corridor. For additional
assistance on administrative procedures, the user is directed to the Model Land Development
Code for Florida Cities and Counties,” Article XII, or Section 23 of the Model Land
Development Regulations That Support Access Management.

The user should review variance procedures for the jurisdiction. Separate variance procedures
are not included in this model ordinance, under the assumption that the opportunity would be
available for variance from these provisions.

SECTION I. GENERAL PROVISIONS
1.1 FINDINGS

A. The (city/county) has adopted within the (comprehensive plan) a Future Transportation
Map, a Long-Range Traffic Circulation Map, (and/or) a Thoroughfare Corridor and
Right-Of-Way Protection Map to assure (city/county)-wide continuity of the
transportation system.

Note: The local government must have the Future Transportation Map pursuant to various
provisions of 9J-5. It may choose to have a separate map for identifying corridors and rights-
of-way to be protected, with a longer range time period than the Future Transportation Map.
Each community may have a different name for the above maps. The appropriate maps should
be referenced in this finding. However, it should be noted that the courts refer to the
"Thoroughfare Map".

B. It is in the best interests of the public and citizens of (city/county) to anticipate future
needs in areas where right-of-way does not exist, in order to establish harmonious,
orderly, efficient development of (city/county) and ensure a safe and -efficient
transportation system.

The preservation, protection, or acquisition of rights-of-way and corridors is necessary to
implement coordinated land use and transportation planning, to provide for future
planned growth, and to ensure that the transportation system is adequate to meet future
needs, and complies with the concurrency requirements of the (comprehensive plan) and
this land development code.

The interim use of land in future rights-of-way provides a means for economic use of
land until that land is needed for transportation purposes.

Future corridors and rights-of-way must be protected from permanent encroachment to
ensure availability consistent with long-range plans for the (city/county).

Note: The user should include any additional findings that are appropriate to the local
circumstances.

% McPherson, John, David Coffey, and Gail Easley, 1989. Model Land Development Code for Florida
Cities and Counties. Florida Department of Community Affairs, Tallahassee.




1.2 INTENT AND PURPOSE

The intent of this ordinance is to preserve, protect, and/or acquire rights-of-way and
transportation corridors that are necessary to provide future facilities and facility improvements
to meet the needs of growth projected in the (city/county) comprehensive plan and to coordinate
land use and transportation planning. These rights-of-way and corridors are part of a network of
transportation facilities and systems, which provide mobility between and access to businesses,
homes, and other land uses throughout the jurisdiction, the region, and the state. The (governing
body of city/county) recognizes that the provision of an adequate transportation network is an
essential public service. The plan for that transportation network is described in the
(city/county) comprehensive plan, and implemented through a capital improvements program,
other policies and procedures, and through regulations on land use and development as well as
regulations to preserve and protect the corridors and rights-of-way for the transportation
network. The purpose of this ordinance is to foster and preserve public health, safety, comfort,
and welfare and to aid in the harmonious, orderly, and beneficial development of the
(city/county) in accordance with the comprehensive plan.

1.3 RELATIONSHIP TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, OTHER PLANS, REGULATIONS,
LAND STATUTES

The adoption of this ordinance implements the following goals, objectives, and policies
of the (city/county) comprehensive plan. In addition, this ordinance is a part of the land
development code for (city/county).

Note: The user should specify those objectives and policies of the local comprehensive plan
which support this ordinance, including those contained in the future land use, transportation,
and capital improvements elements.

B. This ordinance is consistent with policies of the (name) Metropolitan Planning
Organization and the policies of the Florida Department of Transportation set forth in the
Florida Transportation Plan.

Note: The user should specify the MPO by name; if the local government is not within an MPO
area, none of the references to MPO should be used. In addition, the user may wish to cite
specific statutory authority for corridor designation as support for this implementing ordinance.

1.4 APPLICABILITY

This ordinance shall apply to all land within the jurisdiction of (city/county) which abuts or is
located within existing or future corridors and rights-of-way as identified in (insert name of
appropriate plan, map, or other document that identifies applicability, such as the Future
Transportation Map, Long Range Traffic Circulation Map, a Major Thoroughfare Map, or
other document).




1.5 SEVERABILITY

If any section, subsection, paragraph, sentence, clause, or phrase of this ordinance is for any
reason held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, the
validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance shall continue in full force and effect.

1.6 EFFECTIVE DATE

This ordinance shall be effective on (date).

OPTION ONE

SECTION 2. CONSISTENCY OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WITH LONG
RANGE TRAFFIC CIRCULATION MAP

A. All development shall be consistent with the Major Thoroughfare Map or Future
Transportation Map.

Conceptual, preliminary, and final site plans and preliminary or final subdivision plats
submitted for review shall include information regarding the location of any corridors
designated on the (city/county) Major Thoroughfare Map or Future Transportation Map
which cross, abut, or are within 1000' of the property of the proposed project. During the
review process, the (name of reviewing body, such as Technical Review Committee,
Development Review Committee, or Planning Commission) shall consider the proximity
of the proposed project to future corridors for purposes of assessing the impact, if any, of
the project on future corridors.

Either preliminary or final approval shall include findings regarding the consistency of
the proposed project with the future corridor, and shall note any impacts that may be
anticipated from the proposed project, along with recommendations for mitigating such
impacts. If the proposed project is inconsistent with the future corridor location, it may
be necessary for the applicant to modify the proposed project or to propose an
amendment to the (city/county) comprehensive plan. However, it is intended that
corridor locations shall have some flexibility so as to be compatible with proposed
development, so long as the basic intent to provide continuity of the corridor is met.

Note: This section is concerned primarily with corridors where studies have not yet been done
to establish the alignment. Most jurisdictions have within their development review process
requirements to identify specific and detailed information regarding existing roads and planned
improvements [within the TIP and/or the CIE]. Therefore, such information is not presented
herein. The user is directed to such documents as the Model Land Development Code from
DCA or the Model Land Development Regulations that Support Access Management from the
Center for Urban Transportation Research for additional assistance in the latter situation.

1t is suggested that this language, or a modification of this language, be included in the section
of the local government land development code which deals with development review, whether
site plan review, major development review, or subdivision plat review.




SECTION 3. RIGHT-OF-WAY DEDICATION

A. Projects proposed adjacent to or abutting a right-of-way for which improvements are
shown in the current five-year Capital Improvements Program, shall, as a condition of
approval, dedicate lands within the project site which are necessary for that right-of-way
to (city/county). Such dedication shall occur by recordation on the face of the plat, deed,
grant of easement, or other method acceptable to (city/county). Land to be dedicated
shall be only that shown by engineering study and/or design to be necessary for the
planned improvements. The amount of land required to be dedicated also shall not
exceed the amount that is roughly proportionate to the transportation impacts to be
generated by the proposed project unless the landowner is to be compensated in some
fashion for any additional dedicated land.

Note: This section provides for the mandatory dedication of right-of-way for projects proposed
adjacent to roads with planned improvements within the next five years [the time period of the
adopted Capital Improvements Element]. The local government may prefer to use three years
to coincide with the time period used for concurrency determinations. The important feature is
that the planned improvement be considered imminent, as opposed to long range and therefore
potentially less certain.

Local governments must tailor their dedication requirements to comply with Dolan v. City of
Tigard, 1994 WL 276693 (June 24, 1994). In Dolan, the United States Supreme Court held that
mandatory dedications of land as a condition of development approval must be related both in
nature and extent to the impact of the proposed development. Although the Court stated that no
precise mathematical calculation is required, it held that the amount of the dedication must be
roughly proportionate to the project's impacts.

B. The value of dedicated right-of-way shall be a credit against transportation impact fees
assessed to the proposed project. In the event that the impact fees calculated for the
proposed project are greater than the lands within the project site (the site prior to any
dedication or other set-aside) needed for future right-of-way, only the amount of land
representing a value approximately equal to the impact fee shall be required to be
dedicated.

Note: Generally, credits for right-of-way donations are offered only when the impact fee
ordinance included right-of-way costs in the computation of the impact fee structure.

C. The (reviewing agency) may consider the transfer of development rights, based on the
gross density or intensity allowable on the site prior to any set-aside for future right-of-
way. The transfer will be from land to be dedicated to other portions of the site.
Approval of transfer of development rights may include consideration of variances from
site design standards necessitated by the increased net density or intensity of the
portions of the site receiving the transfer of development rights.

Note: The provision for transfer of development rights is based upon a transfer within the site,
rather than to another parcel of land. Should the local government have a TDR program that




allows parcel-to-parcel transfer or the issuance of TDR certificates, paragraph (C) should be
modified for consistency.

D. The (reviewing agency) may grant approval of transportation capacity (for concurrency
purposes) based upon the approved density or intensity for the project. Such preliminary
approval of transportation concurrency and capacity shall be specified as a total number
of vehicle trips allowable for the site. The preliminary concurrency approval shall be
valid for three years, and eligible for renewal for a period of two years.

Note: The concurrency approved should be expressed in the same terms as the concurrency
calculations in use by the local government, which may or may not be vehicle trips. In addition,
there should be a specific expiration date, consistent with the concurrency management system
in place for the local government.

SECTION 4. RIGHT-OF-WAY AND CORRIDOR PRESERVATION
4.1 PROTECTION FROM ENCROACHMENT

A. Corridors designated in the (city/county) comprehensive plan shall be protected from
encroachment by structures, parking areas, or drainage facilities except as otherwise
allowable in this ordinance and the comprehensive plan.

Where an alignment has been established by engineering study and/or design, the
setbacks of section (cross-reference to that portion of the local government land
development regulations which identify setbacks from roads and rights-of-way) shall be
considered sufficient for preservation of the right-of-way.

Where an alignment has not been established, the following techniques shall be
considered for protecting the corridor from encroachment:

(1) The applicant may propose and (city/county) shall establish an approximate
alignment, consistent with the need to provide continuity of the corridor as well as
to meet conceptual site planning needs of the project.

The approximate alignment shall be the basis for applying normal setbacks as
specified in section (cross-reference number). When the specific alignment is
later established through engineering study and design, the setback may be
reduced through administrative approval up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the
otherwise required setback, provided that such reduction is necessitated solely by
the final alignment of the right-of-way.

Note: It is the intent that corridors through vacant land be compatible with the proposed
development, and that the specific alignment have flexibility, so long as the intent to provide
continuity of the corridor as well as the ability of the future facility to function are both met.




Clustering of structures may be allowable in order to retain full development
rights while sitting structures, so as to avoid encroachment into the corridor.
Clustering of structures under this provision of (local government code) may
include administrative approval to reduce setbacks between buildings within a
project site, reduction of buffers within a project site, or variation of other site
design requirements. This provision is not intended to reduce perimeter
bufferyards designed to ensure compatibility of adjacent uses.

Note: This provision should be used where clustering is not already allowable in the site design
standards of the local government. This ensures that clustering, which may reduce standards for
space between buildings within a site, or result in a greater net density on the portion of the site
developed, is allowable.

(4)

Reduction of required setbacks, other than adjacent to the corridor, may be
considered, in order to ensure that the location of structures does not encroach
into future corridors. A reduction of up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the
otherwise required setback may be approved administratively, provided such
reduction is necessitated solely by the proposed alignment of the corridor. Greater
reductions must be reviewed by the (name of reviewing agency which considers
variances).

INTERIM USES TO BE RELOCATED

The purpose of this section is to allow certain uses for a specified period of time within

portions of a site designated as future right-of-way, or within a future corridor. The
allowance of uses on an interim basis allows the property owner to make economic use
of the property until such time as the right-of-way is needed for facilities or
improvements.

The following uses, directly related to the primary use of the project site, may be
allowable on an interim basis:

(1)
(2)
()

(4)

Stormwater retention, wet or dry, to serve the project site.

Parking areas to serve the project.

Entry features for the project such as signage, gatehouses, architectural
features, fountains, walls, and the like.

Temporary sales or leasing offices for the project site.

The following conditions shall apply to the approval of interim uses specified in section

4.2.B:

(1)

As a condition of preliminary or final development order, the applicant
agrees to relocate these uses elsewhere on the project site. A developer’s
agreement shall specify the terms and conditions, including timing, of the
relocation required by this section.




Relocation of approved interim uses shall be beyond the setback area, subject
to the provisions of section 4.1.C (2) above.

Relocation sites shall be identified on the development plans submitted with
the preliminary or final development order application. Sites identified for
future relocation shall be reserved for that purpose.

The stormwater retention facility may, at the discretion of (city/county and/or
FDOT), be incorporated into the design of the future transportation facility retention
facilities. Should this option be chosen by the (city/county and/or FDOT), the
developer need not relocate the storm water retention facility.

4.3 INTERIM USES TO BE DISCONTINUED

A. The following interim uses, not necessarily directly related to the principal use of the site,
may be allowable:

(1)

(10)

Recreational facilities such as playgrounds, ball fields, outdoor courts,
exercise trails, walking paths, bridal paths, and similar outdoor recreational
uses.

Produce stands, produce markets, farmers markets, and the like.

Periodic uses such as boat shows, automobile shows, RV shows, "tent" sales,
and the like.

Periodic events such as festivals, carnivals, community fairs, and the like.
Plant nurseries and landscape materials yards.

Agricultural uses, such as pasture, crop lands, tree farms, orchards, and the
like, but not including stables, dairy barns, poultry houses, and the like.

Storage yards for equipment, machinery, and supplies for building and trades
contractors, and similar outdoor storage.

Outdoor advertising.
Golf driving ranges.

RV or boat storage yards.

Note: It is the intent in this section to list those uses that have a relatively low investment in
structural improvements to the site. However, the local government may wish to include other
uses - such as mini-storage facilities or other warehousing - where the investment in structural
improvements is amortized over a relatively short period of time. If such uses are included,
additional language in the developer’s agreement should specify that the eventual acquisition of
the land for right-of-way does not include acquisition of the structures, nor does the future value
of the land include value of the structures. The intent is to recognize that a potentially wider
range of uses may be allowable provided that the developers agreement recognizes the
discontinuance, and that the government is not willing to pay for the structures, but is willing to
allow a long enough interim use period for the owner to amortize the investment.




The following conditions shall apply to interim uses specified in section 4.3.A:

(1) As a condition of preliminary or final development order, the applicant agrees
to discontinue these uses on the project site by a specified date. A developer’s
agreement shall specify the terms and conditions of both the approval of
interim uses pursuant to this section and the discontinuance of interim uses as
required in this section.

Note: It may be desirable to include a time period within the ordinance. Such period should be
sufficient to allow economically feasible use of the site. Time periods may be as long as 10 or
more years for new corridor locations. The designation of a date for discontinuance is most
likely a negotiable issue and should be capable of being extended.

(2) Bufferyards shall be provided, consistent with provisions of section (cross-

reference buffer section of the local land development code), in order to
ensure compatibility of interim uses with other uses adjacent or nearby.

(3) Interim uses shall meet site design requirements for setbacks for the district.

4) Impervious surface ratios for interim uses shall not exceed 20.0% of the
specified interim use site.

Note: Because the list of interim uses includes a wide range of intensities and impact, it may be
desirable to specify a buffer rather than to rely on existing bufferyard standards. It may also be
desirable to include conditions regarding locations of access drives, percent of the site to be
devoted to the interim use, parking standards, lot area, and so on.

SECTION 5. RIGHT-OF-WAY ACQUISITION
5.1 VOLUNTARY DEDICATION OF FUTURE RIGHT-OF- WAY

A. The provisions of this section apply to projects proposed adjacent to or abutting a future
corridor or right-of-way for which improvements are anticipated beyond the five-year
period of the Capital Improvements Program. A property owner may, at any time during
the application process for preliminary, conceptual, or final approval of a project,
voluntarily dedicate lands within the project site that are in the future corridor or right-of-
way.

Where an alignment has been established by engineering study or design, lands to be
dedicated shall be within the designated future right-of-way.

Where an alignment has not been established, an approximate alignment shall be
established.




Note: It is the intent that corridors through vacant land be compatible with the proposed
development, and that the specific alignment have flexibility, so long as the intent to provide
continuity of the corridor as well as the ability of the future facility to function are both met.

5.2  PURCHASE OF FUTURE CORRIDORS AND RIGHTS-OF- WAY

A. The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase, in fee simple,
the lands designated as a future corridor or right-of-way.

The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase the development
rights to lands designated as a future corridor or right-of-way. Development rights are
defined as either the number of residential units allowable on the portion of the site
designated, or as the total floor area allowable in non- residential use of the portion of the
site designated.

Note: If the local government has a program to purchase development rights, it should be
referenced in this section. If no program exists, and the local government wishes to establish
one for this purpose, the following issues should be addressed: method of establishing fair
market value, timing of purchase, whether or not the rights purchased are available for
purchase by other developers in other parts of the jurisdiction, and approval processes for the
purchase.

C. The (city/county/other agency) may enter into an agreement to purchase a perpetual
easement including lands designated as a future corridor or right-of- way. Land included
within the easement shall be either that land designated through engineering study or
design as necessary for future right-of-way, or that land established as an approximate
right-of-way. An approximate right-of-way shall be consistent with the need to provide
continuity of the corridor as well as to meet conceptual site planning needs of the project.

Note: The agreement should specify the uses granted with the easement to the local government
and the interim uses remaining with the property owner. If this section is to be used, the local
government should establish a method for determining the value of the easement.

OPTION TWO
SECTION 2. CREATION OF A CORRIDOR PROTECTION OVERLAY DISTRICT

2.1 PURPOSE

The purpose of the corridor protection overlay district is to impose special development
regulations on areas of (city/county) which have been designated in the (city/county
comprehensive plan) as future transportation corridors. The general location of these corridors
has been established through inclusion on the Future Transportation Map of the (city/county)
comprehensive plan. In order to ensure the availability of lands within the corridor to meet
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needs as shown in the comprehensive plan, additional review is required of proposed
development which potentially lies within or adjacent to the designated corridor.

2.2 PERMISSIBLE AND PROHIBITED USES

The underlying uses, as determined by the applicable land use district on the Future Land Use
Map and the (zoning code or other use regulation) remain undisturbed by the creation of this
overlay district.

2.3 DENSITY AND INTENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT

The gross density and intensity of development shall be that allowable by the underlying land
use and zoning district. However, as a condition of approval of the development, such density
and intensity shall be transferred to portions of the site that lie outside the corridor. Such
transfer may result in a greater net density on the developed portion of the project. This section
is not intended to grant approval to the location of development in environmentally sensitive or
otherwise protected lands within the project site. It is intended to allow approval of the transfer
of development rights within the contiguous lands of the project, without additional review
procedures beyond the review for a preliminary or final development order.

24 SITE DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

A. In order to protect the future corridor from potential encroachment by structures,
parking areas, or drainage facilities, setbacks will be required from the approximate
alignment. This approximate alignment shall be consistent with the need to provide
continuity of the corridor as well as to meet conceptual site planning needs of the
project. The normal setbacks shall be as required by the underlying land use (or zoning
district - specify cross-reference to the appropriate section of the code). When the final
alignment is established through engineering study and design, the setback may be
reduced through administrative approval up to, but not exceeding, 10.0% of the
otherwise required setback, provided that such reduction is necessitated solely by the
final alignment of the corridor.

Clustering of structures may be allowable in order to retain full development rights while
sitting structures so as to avoid encroachment into the corridor. Clustering of structures
under this provision of the (local government code) may include administrative approval
to reduce setbacks between buildings within a project site, reduction of buffers within a
project site, or variation of other site design requirements. This provision is not intended
to reduce perimeter bufferyards designed to ensure compatibility of adjacent uses.

REVIEW OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT FOR CONSISTENCY WITH THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

Conceptual, preliminary, and final site plans and preliminary or final subdivision plats
submitted for review shall include information regarding the location of any corridors
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designated on the (city/county) Major Thoroughfare Map or Future Transportation Map
which cross, abut, or are within 1,000 feet of the property of the proposed project.
During the review process, the (name of reviewing body, such as Technical Review
Committee, Development Review Committee, or Planning Commission) shall consider
the proximity of the proposed project to future corridors for purposes of assessing the
impact, if any, of the project on future corridors.

Either preliminary or final approval shall include findings regarding the consistency of
the proposed project with the future corridor, and shall note any impacts that may be
anticipated from the proposed project, along with recommendations for mitigating such
impacts. If the proposed project is inconsistent with the future corridor location, it may
be necessary for the applicant to modify the proposed project or to propose an
amendment to the (city/county) comprehensive plan. However, it is intended that
corridor locations shall have some flexibility so as to be compatible with proposed
development, so long as the basic intent to provide continuity of the corridor is met.

Note: If the local government chooses to use the Overlay District Option, it may nevertheless
use this section alone. It may also use Section 3 (R.O.W. Dedication). If Section 4 is used,
some modification may be necessary to acknowledge differences between the underlying land
uses and the interim uses.

Source: Prepared by Hennigar &Ray, Inc., Hamilton Smith & Associates, and Apgar, Pelham,
Pfeiffer & Theriaque, for the Florida Department of Transportation, as amended 12/1/01.
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